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h STATEMENT OF FACTS 

the Grievani's Fonn 50 indicates that she was hired by the Postal Service on 
November 22, 1997 at which time she entered upon her ninety day probationary period. If all 
went well it would end on February 1 9, 1998 at which time she would become a part-time 
flexible clerk entitled to all of the benefits and protections afforded by the Contract to regular 
employees. Unfortunately for all concerned, things did not go well. On December 30, 1 997 the 
supervisor evaluated the Grievant using PS Form 1 750, Employee Evaluation and/or 
Probationary Report She rated the Grievant satisfactory with regard to her dependabUity, work 
relations, work methods and personal conduct However, in regard to two key areas, work 
quantity and work quality, the supervisor rated the Grievant unsatisfactory. The Grievant 
received the exact same ratings on January 30, 1 998. At that time, under the heading of "Have 
Expectations Been Jointly Discussed" the supervisor checked the box marked "Yes". Of greater 
significance, the supervisor answered «No" to the question "Would You Recornmend This 
Person for Retention or Rehired The Grievant refused to initial the form under the rating 
sectfonandalsorefusedtosignttedocument She advised the Union and later the Arbitrator 
during the course of the hearing that when she saw the fonn the supervisor had not yet marked 
the box indicating that she would not recommend foe Grievant be retata^ 
However, on February 8, 1998 the Grievant prepared and submitted a four and a quarter page 
statement to the EEO in which she wrote in part: 

"I am very upset that Kerry checked the block on the evaluation 
sheet part, no recommended for re-hire". 

Whatever the Gnevam saw, there is no dispute 

form she advised the Grievant to clean out her lock*, turn in her ID and go home. 
. OnFebruary4, 1998,fourdaysbeforefo e Grievantlauucheuh^ 

supervisor sent a letter to the Manager of Labor Relations for the Philadelphia Di^ctin which 
she wrote: 

r am i requesting an action be initiated to remove PTFMark-Up 
Clerk Tannine G Dafiessio, ... from the rolls of the United States 
Postal Service effective January 30, 1 998. 
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The letter wait on to explain to the Manager the reasons behind the request and further advised 
him of the Grievant's address of record. Along with die supervisor's signature Hie letter also 
bore the signature of the Manager of Computer Forwarding who concurred in the request to 
separate the Grievant For reasons for that were never fully explained the Employer foiled to act 
on the supervisor's request until February 20, 1 998 at which time it finally sent a certified letter 
to the Grievant advising her that 

This will confirm your separation from the Postal Service as a 
result of a lack of proficiency on the Keying equipment. 

The record reveals that the carrier attempted to deliver the letter to the Grievant on February 25 lh 
and again on March 2 nd , 1998. Neither attempt was successful because the Grievant failed to 
claim the letter. Around the same time that the Employer was hying to deliver the certified letter 
to the Grievant, a labor relations specialist directed the carrier who serviced the Grievant's route 
to deliver an identical first class letter to the Grievant's address of record. The carrier 
subsequently signed a statement that he slotted the letter to the Grievant's address of record 
March 21. 1998. 
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Six days later the Union sent a request for information to the Employer seeking copies of 
all of the Grievant's evaluations as well as a copy of the separation notice that had been issued to 
her. Three days later after pending the request a stewaid met wim tlie supervisor to protest her 
termination. From the Union's perspective, the meeting was a failure, the supervisor refusing to 
sustain the grievance and rescind the termination. The following day,. March 31, 1998, the Union 
appealed the matter to Step 2 at which time it alleged that Management had violated eleven 
articles of the,National Agreement and five sections of the Local Memorandum of 
Understanding when it discharged the Grievant. Under me bending of "Detailed Statement of 
Facts/Contentions of the Grievant" the individual who completed the form wrote: 

On 1-31 -98, Part-Time Flexible Computer Forwarding Clerk, Ms ■ 
Lorraine G. Daliessio, was verbally informed by Supervisor V 

Bamett that she was to cleanoui (sic) her locker and that die was 
being terminated. 

The Union contends lhal, after conducting a thorough 
investigation, Management violated several provisions of the 
Postal Regulation (Employee Labor Relations Manual) pertaining 
to Probationary Employee Procedures including but not limited to 
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evaluation, training and termination; also they are in violation of 
several provisions of the Local and National Contracts. 

i 

The parties met to discuss the matter on April 16, 1998 at which time the Union expanded the 
basis for challenging me Grievanf s termination, alleging the supervisor failed to complete the 
eighty day evaluation, mat the Grievant did not receive an official letter from Personnel notifying 
her of the tennmafion and that the Service's actions violated Articles 365 and 378 of the 
Employee and Labor Manual, the pertinent portions of which provide: 

365.323 Probationary Period 

Separation-disqualification must be effected during the 
probationary period except as provided in 365 32 1 
Action is initiated at any time in the probationary period 
when it becomes apparent that the employee is lacking 
m fitness and capacity for efficient service. Any 
separation based on disqualification not effected during 
the probationary period, as provided in 365.321, even 
though tile action is based on unsatisfactory 
performance during the probationary period, must be 
effected as a removal. 

365.326 Procedure in Separating 

If an appointing official decides to terminate an 
employee who is serving a probationary period due to 
conditions arising prior to appointment, or because work 
performance or conduct during this period fails to 
demonstrate fitness or qualification for continues postal 
^P'oyment, the employee's services are terminatedby 
nohfymg the employee in writing why she or he is being 
terminated and the effective date of the action The 
information in the notice regarding the tennination 
must at a minimum, consist of the appointing official's 
conclusions as to the inadequacies of performance or 
conduct 

■ 

378.12 At Eighty Days 

At the end of the first 80 days of the probationary 
period, a final evaluation is prepared and submitted by 
the ^pervisor on Form 1750. This evaluation contains 
a aetmite recommendation regarding whether the . 
employee should be retained or be separated. 






Neither those arguments nor any of the othere which the Union marshaled durii^ the 

course of the Step 2 meeting were sufficient to convince Management to alter its position, the 

Service denying the grievance the day after the meeting on the basis that: 

This grievance is not timely in nature. Also, LA. W., the National 
Agreement Article 12 Section la the employer has the right to 
separate from its employee any probationary employee at any lime 
during the probationary period and these employees shall not be 
permitted access to the grievance procedures. Based on the above, 
I do not believe the Postal Service has breached the National or 
Local Agreement; therefore this grievance is denied 

Unwilling to let the matter rest the Union appealed the grievance to Step 3 at which time it 
reiterated all of the arguments that it raised at the prior steps of the grievance procedure and! 
again asked that the Grievant immediately be returned to duty and that she be made whole for 
any losses that she may have suffered as a result of what the Union alleged was her wrongful 
termination. 

n> positon of the union 

The rules which govern the resolution of this grievance are simple, straightforward and 
have been in place for years. They provide that if the Postal Service decides to terminate an 
employee daring his probationary period, that individual does not have access to the grievance- 
arbitration machinery outlined in Ihe National Agreement The Union has not, does not and 
cannot dispute that point because it is unequivocally spelled out in Article 1 2 of the Contract. 
The key point for the Arbitrator to bear in mind is lhat once the employee passes his ninetieth 
day he becomes a part-time flexible cfcrk who may only be terminated if the Employer has just 
cause to take mat step as that term is understood under Article 1 6 of the Contract Moreover, 
once an individual exceeds ninety days of employment with the Postal Service he has the right to 
protest any disciplinary action, including any attempted removal, and to ultimately have that 
grievance decided by an arbitrator. 

If the Contract is clear with regard to me rights of full-time employees vis a vis 
probationary employees, it is equally clear with regard to the procedure the Employer must 
follow if it intends to terminate aprobationary employee and me time sequence within which it 
must act Those requirements are not found between the covers of the National Agreement 
They are, however, as much a part of the Contract as if they had been written there because they 
are found in Articles 356 and 378 of the Employee and Labor Relations Manual which, by way 
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of Article 1% are as much a part of the Contract as any of (he provisions printed on the pages of 
the document 

Those two Articles demand that if the Employer intends to terminate a probationary 
employee the action must take place during the employee's probationary period, the notice must 
be in writing, must be signed by the appropriate official and must provide the employee with the 
reason he or she is being terminated These are not suggestions which the Employer is free to 
consider or ignore at its whint These are requirements that Management must meet if it intends 
to terminate a probationary employee. Where it fails to satisfy those standards the attempted 
termination fails and the employee becomes a fall-time cleric who can only be discharged if there 
is just cause to remove him, a decision the employee has a right to protest through the grievance- 
arbitration machineiy in the Contract 

hi the matter under consideration, the Service did not come anywhere close to meeting 
the standards set forth in the ELM, That much is clear from the fact thai if the Employer 
intended to teiminate the Grievant during her probationary period it had to provide her with die 
requisite written notice prior to February 20, 1 998. She did not receive die termination letter, 
though, until March 21 st , more than thirty days after she ceased to be e probationary employee. 
On that baas alone the attempted termination is void and the Grievant must be reinstated. Aware 
of die problem, the Postal Service attempted to argue that the Grievant did receive notification of 
her termination, claiming that she wis told on January 30* at the time of her review that she 
would not be retained which the Grievant was supposed to understand meant she would be 
terminated. It is clear from the overwhelming wight of arbitral authority that a verbal notice 
does not satisfy the requirements of the ELM, Neither does the Form-1750, the Employee's 
Evaluation Form. The document is exactly what it says it is, an evaluation form; nothing mqre . 
While the supervisor who completes it may recommend that a probationary employee not be 
retained that is simply his opinion. The final detemnjiation must be made by the ^propriate . 
official and must be transmitted to the employee, in writing within his probationary period. 

The record indicates that Management was weU aware of those niles becxiuse on 
February 4, 1998 her supervisor and her manager requested that Labor Relations send a letter to 
the Grievant advising her of her termination. For whatever reason, the Semce did not act then 
or the next day or the day after or the day after that. It was not until February 20, 1998 that 
Management finally sent a certified letter to the Grievant that she n*!** «™* w cwn„ u ™. 
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her a regular mail letter that was delivered to her on March 21, 1998. It was from thai point and 
that point alone that the time within which the Grievant had to initiate a grievance began to run. 

Of greater significance, March 21* mariced the twenty-eight day after the end of the 
Grievanf s probationary period. At that point the Employer lost the right to summarily discharge 
the Grievant as a probationary employee. Instead^ it could only remove her if it had just cause to 
do so which it obviously did not Since the Service failed to folio w the strict requirements it 
wrote into the ELM, it follows that the Grievant should never have been terminated. Therefore, 
she is entitled to both protest her attempted removal through the grievanee-aibhration procedure 
and, just as importantly, to be reinstated with full back pay and no loss of seniority. 
IIL POSITION OF THE EMPLOYER 

The Grievant is seeking something to which she has absolutely no right; an opportunity lo 
contest her termination through the grievance procedure. The reason she has no right to do so is 
that Article 12 is absolutely clear that a probationary employee who is terminated during the 
period ofhis probation cannot protest bis discharge. Nothing could be clearer. And if there is no 
doubt about the contract language which controls the outcome of this dispute, there is also no 
doubt that the Grievant was told by her si^ervisor on the seventieth day of her employment that 
she was being tenninated and that she should clean out her locker and go home. The reason for 
the decision was simple. The Grievant had demonstrated so little progress that the supervisor felt 
that she should not be retained by the Postal Service. It was a decision which Management had 
an absolute right to make after reviewing the Grievant's record. 

The Union tried to argue that the Employer acted precipitously because the Grievant was 
entitled to an eighty-day review. There are two problems with mat argument. The first is mat 
there is nothingin the Agreement which says mat me Service has to wait until eighty days for a 
final review before it decides if it wants to retain or terminate a probationary employee. Since 
the Contract is entirely silent on the issue, Management has the discretion to decide when and 
why itiwll terminate a probationary employee. The second problem with the Union's argument 
is that it is trying to use it as a hack door to bring this inatter within me confines of the grievance 
procedure. Again, Article 12 is clear and conto)lHhg. m no uiK^rtain tenns it states tha an 
employee who is terminated during his probationary period has no right to protest the decision. It 
does not matter how the Union or the employee chooses to characterize the grievance. The fact 
that it is an attempt to challenge the basis for the decision to reinove me Grievant during her 
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probationary period puts it outside the scope of the Contract and, therefore, denies the Arbitrator 
authority to consider* let alone pass judgment, on the argument. 

Rather than concede the point, the Union claimed that it was not challenging the grounds 
for the Grievatif s ttenv>val s but father the procedure by which she was terminated which gives it 
access to the grievance procedure. Three federal appeals courts have soundly rejected that 
argument. As the majority in each of those cases pointed out, the argument is based on the faulty 
premise that the provisions of the ELM somehow apply to probationary employees, demanding 
that the Service take certain steps in a certain order for 1he termination to be valid. There is 
absolutely no support in the Contact for any such interpretation. There are, admittedly, a small 
number of regional arbitration awards which support the Unions position. Those awards 
misinterpret the Contract and the ELM, holdup that the provisions of the Employee and Labor 
Relations Manual determine the manner and procedures which Management must follow in oidei 
to terminate a probationary employee. It was those arguments that the" federal courts 
overwhelmingly refected, correctly determining that the National Agreement explicitly denies a 
probationary employee access to the grievance-arbitration procedure outlined in Articles 15 and 
16 if that individual is terminated during his probationary period, w*ich the Grievant was- And 
there is no question that she was. - 

The Union, in feet, does not contest that the Grievant was told on the seventieth day of 
her employment to clean out her locker and that she was being discharged. Since she failed to 
complete her probationary period, g* has no contractual right to protest her termination and no 
forum within which to do it It would require an entirely perverted view of both the facts and the 
Contract, one which somehow elevates a few sections of the ELM over the clear, unequivocal 
language in Article 12 to achieve that result Since that is the only way the Union can prevail in 
this matter it follows that the grievance is not arbitral and must be dismissed as such, 
TV. DISCUSSION 

Between 1971 when Article 12.1.A. became part of the National Agreement and 
February 25, 2000 the rules governing me tenure of probationary employees seemed to be 
beyond dispute. The reason for the clarity is that (he language of that section appears to be clear, 
unequivocal and uncompromising, declaring that: 
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The probationary period for a new employee shall be ninety 
(90) calendar days. The Employer shall have the right to 
separate from its employ any probatioiMiry employee at any 
time during the probationary period and these probationary 
employees shall not be permitted access to the grievance 
procedure in relation thereto. 

Taking the language at fece value, it creates a special class of employees; those who had no way 
to protest their tennination through the grievance procedure. To the extent that it eliminated the 
just cause standard set form in Article 16, Article 12.1_A. can be viewed as a throwback to the 
common law rule that an employer can terminate an employee for any reason or for no reason 
and that the employee has neither the right nor any forum in which to challenge that decision. 
Such seems to be the rule announced by the United Stales Fifth District Court of Appeals [922 
F.2d 256 (1991)] and United Slates District Court of Columbia [291 U.S. App DC 273 (1991)]. 
In each of those cases the appellate union raised the same claims: mat its members were 
terminated during their probationary period in violation of that portion of the Contract 
prohibiting the Employer from discriminating against members of the bargaining unit and also 
that they were discharged in retaliation for fffing compens^on claims after bemg injured on 
duty. If the claims were similar ) ,so too were the Courts' responses; both unanimously holding 
that regardless of the reasons underlying the employee's termination, if he was terminated during 
his probationary period Article 12.1 A. denied him access to the grievance-arbhiation rnachinery 
set out in Article 15 of the Contract 

i 

In many respects the appellate court decisions were simply a reiteration of the principles 
laid down by Arbitrator Nicholas R Zumas in Case No. HI C^C-C 27352, Arbitrator Zumas 
holding that ft does not matter why the employee was terminated or whether in doing so the 
Postal Service discriniinated against that individual. The only issue is whether the employee was 
terminated within bis probationary period. If he was, he is prohibited from challenging his 
discharge through the grievance procedure. 

i " m M 

From the prior arbitration awards submitted by the Union, rt appears that beginning in the 
early 90's and continuing through February 2000 some panel arbitrators began to carve out an 
exception to the principle that Article 12 prohibits a probationary employee from challenging his 
termination through the grievance pnjcedure. The exception was built on the provisions of 
Article 365.32 of the Employee and Labor Relations Manual, the key portions of which provide: 
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365J24 Probationary Period 

Separation-disqualification must be effected during the 
probationary period except as provided in 365321 . 
Action is initiated at my time in the probationary period 
when it becomes apparent that the employee is lacking 
in fitness and capacity for efficient service. Any 
separation based on disqualification not effected during 
the probationary period, as provided in 365,321 , even 
though the action is based on unsatisfactory 
performance during the probationary period, must be 
effected as a removal, 

1 _ r 

3 6 5 .3 27 Procedure in Separating 

If an appointing official decides to terminate an 
employee who is serving a probationary period due to 
conditions arising prior to appointment, or because work 
performance or conduct during this period fails to 
demonstrate fitness or qualification for continues postal 
employment, the employee's services are terminated by 
notifying the employee in writing why die or he is being 
terminated and the effective date of the actioa The 
information in the notice regarding the termination 

must, at a minimum, consist of die appointing official's 
conclusions as to the inadequacies of performance or 
conduct 

Based upon those rules, seven of the arbitrators whose decisions the Union submitted for review 
collectively held: 

1 • P. S. Form 1750 does not constitute (he written notice of 

separation required by the ELM. At best, it is simply what it 

says; an evaluation with a recommendation firom a supervisor 

that the employee not be retained. Because it is only an evaluation, because it is 

only a recommendation arid because it is not issued by 

the appointing authority it does not constitute the written notice 

required by the Employee and Labor Relations Manual; 

Z Telling an employee that he has been terminated during 

the course of his probation or advising him that he should clean out 

his locker, turn in his keys and not come back to woik cm- any such 

declaration does not fijlfiU the ELM's requirement that the separation notice be in 
writing. 
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3- The notice must be signed by the appointing official, state the effective 
date of the action and provide the employee with the official's 
conclusions regaiding the employee'sinadequacies of performance 
or conduct; and 

4, The notice must be received by the employee prior to the end of his 
probationary period 

Where the employer failed to meet one or more of those criteria, the arbitrators whose decisions 
were submitted by the Union concluded that the individual had not been tetminated within his 
probationary period and, therefore, became a ML-time employee who could not be discharged 
except for just cause- The corollary of that rule is that those employees had a ri^it to challenge 
their discharge through the grievance procedure. The principles announced by those arbitrators 
were dear, consistent and flowed from the language of Sections 365 323 and .326 of the ELM 
which have been made a part of the Contract by virtue of Article 19, hi view of how clear those 
arbitrators were with regard to the Service's obligations, it is surprising the number of cases that 
came to arbitration alleging that Management failed to adhere to its own rules and by failing to 
adhere to them had effectively lost the right to summarily terminate a probationary employee, 

v ■ 

Yeais ago, in his own inimitable style, Arbitrator Ernst Marlalt advised tte Postal Service 
that it shot itself in the foot when it adopted so many handbooks and manuals which, fiom his 
perspective, severely hindered the Employer's right to manage the work force and operate the 
Postal Service. Neither party submitted any decisions by Arbitrator Marlatt on this issue, but it 
seems clear fiom his prior pronouncements that he would have found nothing in the current 
debate to alter, his opinion that Management does itself more harm than good whenever it adopts 
another handbook or manual that fells within the confines of Article 19, In practical terms, he 
almost certainly would have viewed Sections 365.323 and 326 as unnecessary and unwarranted 
limitations on Management's right to terminate aprobationary employee. In practical terms, the 
impact of those rules, as interpreted by the regional arbitrators whose decisions the Union cited 
in this matter, offer probationary employees an opportunity to protest their terminations through 
the grievance-arbitration process even though Article 12, Section 1 .A. appears to explicitly 
foreclose that avenue to them. 

In 1998 the Service suffered yet another defeat when Arbitrator Christopher E. Mites 
(Case No. K94CMK-D 97080929) sustained a grievance protesting the termination of a 
probationary employee on the grounds that Management had failed to comply with the 
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provisions of Section 36532 of the ELM The Service appealed the decision to the U.S. District 
Court for the Eastern District of Virginia which overturned Arbitrator Miles' award on the 
grounds that Article 1 2.1 .A. forecloses access to die grievance procedure by a probationary 

■ ■ 

employees regardless of whether die individual is claiming that the action violated some 
substantive right or that the Service failed to follow the procedures outlined in the ELM when it 
terminated him. The Union subsequently appealed the decision to the Fourth District Court of 
Appeals (204 F 3d 523) wmch, in February 2000, upheld the District Court in a split decision. 
Writing for the majority, Chief Judge Wilkinson indicated that the question before Arbitrator 
Miles dealt not with whether the grievant had received written notification during her 
probationary period, but rather the contorts of the notice. It was those kinds of mistakes that had 
routinely led other panel arbitrators as well as Arbitrator Miles to allow probationary employees 
to challenge their teimmation through the grievance procedure on the grmmds that the notice 
procedurally defective because it did not comply with the requirements specified in Section 
365 327 of the ELM. Referencing only the Miles award and looking to the decisions by the D.C. 
Court of Appeals and the Fifth District Court of Appeals, Chief Judge Willdnson concluo^ that 
the language in Article 12 prohibiting a probationary emptoyee from chaUerigmg his ten^ 
through the grievance procedure was absolute. There were no exceptions, procedural or 
substantive. In that regard he wrote: 

■ 

Indeed, for purposes of the National Agreement, the APWVs 
attempt fj**17] to distinguish procedural from substantive 
challenges is nothing more than a false dichotomy. Both 
substantive and procedural challenges would require the Postal 
Service to mount the same extensive defense of ils actions toward 

probationary employees as it must when it acts to tenmnate [*530] 
pennanent employees. To allow any kind of separation-related 
grievance by a probationary employee would thus move in the 
direction of forcing the Postal Service to treat probationary 
employees the same as pomanent employees. But h is the very 
purpose of Article I2.1.A to establish a clear distinction between 
probationary and permanent employees and afford them different 
protections. Any blurring of this distinction thus thwarts the 
purpose of the National Agreement. 




Once the probationary period has expired without any action to 
separate the employee, Article 12 no longer denies the employee 
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access to the grievance procedure. lathis case, however; it is 
undisputed that Hoang's Postal Service supervisor acted to 
separate her within the 90-day probationary period. Whether the 
Postal Service followed all ELM procedures in taking this action is 
irrelevant to the grievability of this matter. All that counts is that 
the matter involved (1) a probationary employee and (2) a 
separation. Di feet, the APWU [** 19] itself admitted in its 
arbitration brief that these elements are present "The case before 
the Arbitrator involves the termination of a probationary employee 
at the Arlington, Va, Post Office" (emphasis added). 

The APWU essentially seeks to grieve through the back door the 
separation of a probationary employee. The parties, however, 
closed this door when they consented to the clear and unequivocal 
language of Article 1ZLA in negotiating the National Agreement. 
Attempts to pry this door open are absolutely barred by Article 
12.1*A itself Article 15.5,a(6)'s prohibition of arbitral 
modification of the agreement, and Article 19's declaration of the 
supremacy of the National Agreement ova* any handbook or 
manual. 

Judge King dissented from those conclusions, writing that" 

Thus, this holding merely stands for the proposition that if 
the separation of a probationary employee is effectuated during the 
I^obationary period, Article 12 denies access to the grievance 
procedure to challenge the basis of die separation, even if that basis 
allegedly contravenes another provision of the National 
Agreement In other words, the APWU cannot challenge the 
Postal Service's reasons for separating a probationary employee. 
However* this holding is no way suggests that the APWU cannot 
access the g rievance procedure to challenge whether a separation 
actually occurr^L {emphasis added) 

His words broke no new ground Instead, they were more or less a reiteration of what many 
panel arbitrators had held up to that point which is that: 

The Postal Service itself drafted the regulations describing in detail 
the requirements to effectuate the separation of a probationary 
employee; the Postal Service and the APWU then agreed to 
^corporate these requirements into die National Agreement Thus, 
if those conditions are not satisfied within die probationary period, * 
there is no separation within the meaning of Ihe National 
Agreement, and the Article 12 bar does not apply to prohibit access 
to the grievance procedure. 
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More to the point, Judge King reasoned that: 

If such notice of separation is not given until after an employee has 
completed the probationary period, no one could reasonably assert 
that a grievance brought to challenge such a defective separation 
was not grieveable. 

From that premise he concluded that other defects likewise should be grieveable. 

Approximately a year and a half after the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals handed down 
its decision; Arbitrator Shyam Das was feced with the same question in a national level decision 
involving both the APWU and the NACL (Case No. Q98C-4Q-C 99251456). Although 
Arbitrator Das reviewed the Fourth Circuit decision, he made no explicit reference to it in his 
findings* He did note, however, that: 

Finally, the Postal Service explains that the reason H does not 
dispute that notice of separation must be pro vided to a 
probationary employee within a 90-day period is that Article 
12. 1 .A defines the probationary period as 90 days. That is an 
enforceable Contract provision, unlike the remaining elements in 
Section 36532 of the ELM cited by the Unions that are siroerceded 
by Article 12 J.A. 

After a preliminary review of the ELM, Arbitrator Das concluded that: 

The issue, in my view, is not whether the ELM provisions the 
Unions rely on w conflicf with Article 12.1 A. They do not The 
issue, however, is whether Article 1 2:1 . A nonetheless precludes a 
probationary empbyee and the Union from grieving that the 
employee's separation did not comply in one or more respects with 
those ELM provisions. Or put a different way , whether Article 
12.1-A permits a probationary employee and the Union to grieve 
fbat a separation action taken by the Postal Service was not a 
"se^ration% for pmposes of Article 12-1 A because the Postal 
Service did not comply in one or more respects with the ELM 
provisions. 



writing: 




In all these cases, the individual on whose behalf the Union has 
filed a grievance has been removed fiom the rolls, that is, 
separate by an action taken by the Postal Service. Otherwise, 
there would have been no reason to file a grievance. The one issue 
that legitimately can be ra ised in a case where the Postal Service 
claims that a grievance is barred bv Article 12.1 jV. i* that th* 
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separation action did not occur dnrinp the probationa ry period The 

Postal Service acknowledges this, as it mifit because Article 
12.1 A has no appKcation if the separation action does not occur 
during the probationary period. That is a fundamentally different 
issue* however, from whether or not the separation action complied 
with aU the particular requirements set forth in Section 365,32 of 
die ELM. Agreement challenge to the validity of the procedures 
followed in effecting a separation is barred by the broad 
prohibitory language of Article 12,1 A. (emphasis added) 

For the reasons set forth in this decision, I conclude that 
Article 12. 1 A denies a probationary employee access to the 
grievance procedure to challenge his or her separation on the 
grounds of alleged noncompliance with the procedures in Section 
36532 of the ELM, A dispute as to whether or not the Posta l 
Services action separating the employee occurred during his or 
her probationary period is arbit rable hflraiis a thai is a precondition 
to the applicability of Article 12. 1 A, (emphasis added) 



In view of those authorities, the undersigned must conclude that die Union has a right to 
challenge the Grievant*s termination through the grievance procedure. In technical terms* the 
grievance is arbitrable, but only to a limited extent Regardless of bow the Union chooses to 
characterize the nature of the grievance or how badly it feels that the Service transgressed the 
requirements in Section 365.327 of the ELM, the issue before the Arbitrator is not the pmcess 
the Service employed when it terminated the Grievant, but whether she was discharged during 
her probationary period The answer is that she was not 

The record is clear that the Grievant was advised on January 30, 1998 that her work was 
unsatisfactory and that her supervisor would not recommend her retention. She memorialized 
those comments on the Form 1 750 by checking die box indicating that she would not 
recommend the Grievant be retained by the Service. The Grievant claimed that she never saw 
that section of the evaluation form, but in view of her subsequent EEO statement her claim is not 
credible. The Grievanf s credibility, however, is not an issue in this case. What matters is what 
the Postal Service did which is sent her home and told her not to come back to work. Neither the 
recommendation nor the order not to return to work terminated the Grievant. The supervisor, her 
manager and the Manager of Labor Relations all recognized thai was the case by their actions. 
The supervisor and the manager by lequesting that Labor Relations separate the Grievant and 
Labor Relations by sending a letter to that effect to the Grievant The letter, which was dated 
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Fehruary20, 1998, was seot by certified mdl to the Grievant's address of record. She 
effectively evaded receipt of the letter by refusing to claim it Thanks to her tactics it was not 
until late March that the Postal Service finally constructively delivered the letter to the 
Grievanfs address of record. By then it was too late. 

Had the Service not drafted Sections 365.323 and .326 of the ELM, it would not have 
mattered when Ihe Employer sent the letter out or when the Grievant received it as Article 12, 
Section I A. only states that if the Service intends to terminate aprobationary employee it must 
do so during his probationary period. The ELM radically altered timt scheme by requiring mat if 
Management intends to terminate aprobationary employee the separation must be "...effected 
during the probationary period. . .". The ELM further provides the manner in which separation 
mustoccur. The Grievant, under the reasoning of both ^ Arbitrator Das and the Fourth Circuit 
Court of Appeals had the right-access the grievance procedure to challenge whether she was 
terminated during her ninety day probationary period. Having declared that separation must take 
place during the employee's probationary period and having set the conditions by which it must 
terminate the employee, the Employer cannot prohibit the Grievant from accessing the grievance 
procedure on ihe basis of Article 12 to allege that she was not terminated during her probation. 

The Service would argue that such a result is comrary to the Fourth Circuit's decision, 
supra* because it allows a probationary employee access to the grievance procedure/As Judge 
King pointed out in his dissent, if the parties enacted Article 12 they also made Article 19 apart 
of the National Agreement and through it the various handbooks and manuals written by the 
Service and adopted in conformity with that provision. From that it is possible to argue that since 
Article 12 is silent with regard to the method by which a probationary employee is to be 
tenninated Sections 365.324 and 327 merely fill the void by describing the process that 
Management must follow when it terminates a probationary employee. That argument 
notwithstanding, the Fourth Circuit's decision is distinguishable ftom the present case as a 
reviewof the Miles award (Case No. K94C-4K-D 97080929) which eventually lead to the 
Circuit Court's decision reveals that it did not involve the issue of when the employee was 
tenninated, but rather whether he was the victim of disparate treatment and whether he had been 
properly trained. To that extent, the Fourth Circuit's decision broke no new ground. Instead, it 
was simply a reiteration of the principle that a probationary employee may be discharged for any 
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reason, rational or not, and that regardless of the reason he has no right to challenge his 
termination through the grievance procedure. 

Whatever else may have been at issue in that case, there was no question that the Service 
had issued a timely notice to the employee advising him that he was being terminated before the 
end of his probationary period. That is the primary issue ro this case, though, ami because it is 
the Grievant has a right to argue mat she was not terminated during her probation. To hold 
otherwise would result in the ridiculous situation of an employee who is on the rolls beyond 
ninety days being unable to challenge his summary termination because Management chose to 
identify him as a probationary employee. As Arbitrator Das pointed out, such claims must be and 
are arbitrable. The Grievant's is one of those. 

The plain feet of the matter is that the Employer feiled to terminate the Grievant, as that 
term is understood m Article 12 within her probationary period. By the time the Service finally 
acted the Grievant's probationary period had long since passed. She, Iherefore, became a full- 
time employee who could only be removed for just cause. Since the Service violated the 
Contract the Grievant is entitled to be made whole which means to be reinstated with no loss of 
seniority and back pay, less any sums she may have received from any other source. 
V. DECISION 

Forthe foregoing reasons, the grievance is sustained. The Service is directed to reinstate 
the Grievant with no loss of seniority and wnh back pay for all regular hours she would have 
worked had she not been improperly terminated, less any sums which she received from any 
other source. 



Date: 



A^ A 




LAWRENCE R. LOEB, Arbitrate? 
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